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Abstract

This dissertation investigates causal attributions of language learners at a
university in Turkey for their exam performances. The study has two main phases.
The first one includes to what learners attribute their success or failure and the
relationship between the perceived success, ideal L2 selves and ought-to selves
and the second step scrutinizes the effect of Attribution Retraining (AR) on the
promotion of adaptive attributions and dimensions, future self guides and
motivated behavior. Additionally, the research includes a process of attribution
scale development (LACAS) validated and implemented in detail. The study
employed an embedded mixed method design in which the AR effect on all
variables was explored through different scales. Also, open-ended questions
before and after the treatment, reflection papers, and interviews were administered
to the participants in the experimental group. The findings showed that Health and
Teacher are the main causal attributions for the language learners. Higher ideal L2
self seems to make a difference between the causal attributions of the learners.
Also, Task Difficulty is the main predictor of the previous exam scores and Effort
ranks the top predictor for the future exam scores. AR seems to have improved
Locus of Control, Personal Control and a decrease in Stability dimensions. It also
bolstered adaptive attributions of Effort and Strategy and higher ideal L2 selves of
the learners. The study suggests that practitioners and program developers need
to embed AR programs into their syllabi to foster learners’ clearer vision and to

have them study harder for future performance.

Keywords: foreign language education, attribution retraining, attribution training,
achievement attribution scale, causal attribution theory, attribution theory, foreign

language motivation, ideal L2 self, ought-to self, motivated behavior, vision training



Oz

Bu doktora tezi Turkiye'deki bir devlet Universitesindeki Ingilizce’yi yabanci dil
olarak 6grenen 6grencilerin sinav performanslarini hangi faktorlere yuklediklerini
arastirmaktadir. Calismanin iki ayagi mevcuttur. Birinci kisim 6gdrenenlerin kendi
basarilarini nasil algiladiklari, ideal hedef dil benlidi, zaruri dil benligi ve motive
davranis ve c¢aba arasindaki iligskiyi igerir. Calisma ayrica hangi basari
yuklemelerinin 6grencilerin gegmis ve gelecek basarilarini yordadigini ele almistir.
Cahsmanin ikinci ayadi deneysel calismadan olugsmaktadir. Bu kismin amaci
verilen ylUkleme egitiminin istenen yUklemelere, daha net ideal hedef dil
benliklerine ve motive davranig ve cabanin gelisimine etki edip etmedigini
arastirmaktir. Bu calisma Language Achievement Causal Attribution Scale
(LACAS) adinda yap! ve dis gecerliligi saglanmis bir dlgek gelistirme slrecini de
detayl bir sekilde icermektedir. Arastirma daha &énce gelistirilen &lgekler ve
LACAS yardimiyla é6grencilerin yikleme egilimlerini ve bunlarin diger degiskenlerle
iligkisini arastirarak ice yerlesik karma arastirma desenini uygulamigtir. Ayrica,
deneysel ¢alismadan 6nce ve sonra verilen acgik uclu sorular, yansitma raporlari,
ve mdulakatlar kullaniimistir. Bulgular katilimcilarin en ¢ok saglik ve 6gretmen
yluklemelerine atifta bulundugunu, hedef dil benliginin ylksek olmasi yapilan
yluklemelerde de fark yarattigini, sinav zorlugunun ge¢mis sinav basari
yuklemelerinde, verilen ¢abanin ise gelecek sinav basarilarinda en iyi yordayici
oldugunu goéstermistir. Verilen egitim &gdrencilerin yukleme boyutlar 6lgeginde
kisisel kontrollerinin artmasina ve basari sebeplerinin degisebilir olabilecegine
inanmalarina yardimci olmustur. Bu egitim ¢aba ve strateji kullanimi gibi istenen
yuklemelerin artmasina ve ayrica ideal hedef dil benliginin gelisimine katkida
bulunmustur. Bu arastirma 6grencilerin gelecek benliklerinin gelisimi igin ve kendi
gelecek performanslarini distnerek daha c¢ok calismalarini saglamak icin
o6gretmenlerin ve program gelistiricilerin yikleme egitimlerini ders izlencelerine

koymalari gerektigini dnermektedir.

Anahtar soézciikler: yabanci dil egitimi, yukleme egitimi, basar yukleme &lcedi,
nedensel yikleme kurami, ylikleme teorisi, yabanci dil motivasyonu, ideal hedef dil

benligi, zaruri dil benligi, motive davranig, vizyon egitimi
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Learning a language, more frequently English, as it is used as a lingua
franca, attracts the attention of a great number of learners in different countries.
However, this learning process may not become as successful as planned
beforehand. A variety of individual factors including but not limited to motivational
orientations and belief systems play a crucial role in the effectiveness of this

process.

Belief system is a broad term paving the way for people’s prospective
actions (Williams, Mercer, & Ryan, 2015). After 2000s, belief system was regarded
as a key factor affecting student’s learning process, motivation as well as their
academic performance (Kalaja, Barcelos, & Aro, 2018; Williams et al., 2015). As
some of the prominent researchers (Mercer, 2011; Oxford, 2017, Williams et al.,
2015) focusing mainly on language learners’ beliefs on themselves or selves
maintain that belief system is such a dynamic as well as complex system that it is
difficult to draw lines on. As such, the construct of motivation is such intricate an
issue that researchers perceive it in different ways and refrain from any attempts
to tell the whole story (Doérnyei & Ushioda, 2011). According to Dérnyei and
Ushioda (2011), the difficulty in defining the term in the mind of many scholars is
similar to the famous Indian fable “the blind men encountering an elephant, each
touching a different part of the animal (tusk, tail, ear, trunk, belly) and ending up
with a very different mental representation of the animal (p.4.). Similarly, when it
comes to conceptualizing motivation and its possible effects on human behavior,
researchers are quite selective in their focus points since the term poses great

challenge to visualize the whole picture (Ddrnyei & Ushioda, 2011).

Although there exist certain differences in conceptualizing belief systems
and motivation, some common attributes are listed as “the choice of a particular
action, the persistence and perseverance with it, the effort learners put into it”
(Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2011, p.4; Oxford, 2017; Williams et al., 2015; Williams &
Burden, 1997). To put it another way, motivation and belief systems could explain
the underlying reason why people make up their mind to do something, how long

they feel willing to sustain the task or the process, and to what extent they are



going to pursue it (Williams & Burden, 1997). It is also important to note that
students’ willingness to study a language or beliefs about language learning or
their own process may not be a sole indicator of motivation or their selves, but how
or to what degree s/he expends the effort into the process seems to be as
important as initiating the action (Dérnyei, 1998; Williams & Burden, 1997). This
shows that motivated behaviour comes as an important construct to trace changes
in beliefs into motivational acts in language learning from a process-oriented

perspective (Dornyei, 2005).

Although many theories have been proposed on belief systems and
motivation, Attribution Theory (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1972a; 1986; 2014; 2018)
achieved its outstanding status in foreign language learning milieu by the close
examination of causal beliefs. Weiner (1972b; 1985) defines academic self-
attributions as the perceived causes of success or failure based on their individual
experiences. In an attempt to identify the causality for the achievement, the theory
offers a set of advantages to educationalists. First, it helps to dig out what the
hidden perceived reasons for the performance of the learners are. Gaining insight
into why one has succeeded and failed could help teachers as well as students to
gear towards their language learning goals in the future (Guimus, 2014; Weiner,
1992). Another advantage to throwing light onto the attributions of the language
learners might be to contribute to the students’ academic successes. As some of
the learners linger past experiences, they might lack clear future selves meaning
that learners’ visualizing himself/herself as a language learner now and in the
future could put some motivational setbacks for them to move forward and to
achieve in the long run (Ddrnyei, 2005; Oxford, 2017). At this point, it would be
better to introduce another influential theory on motivational changes or learners’
beliefs, which is called “L2 motivational self-system” developed by Dérnyei (2005,
p.100). Different from attributions dwelling more on past experiences, this
theoretical framework pivots around the language learners’ beliefs and
visualization of himself/herself in the future in relation to his/her language learning
process. It subsumes three components namely ideal L2 self, ought-to self and
language learning experience. Dérnyei and Ushioda (2011) elucidate the term, the
ideal L2 self, by stating “as it concerns the attributes that one would ideally like to

possess (i.e. representation of hopes, aspirations, or wishes)’(p.82). They explain



the ought-to self by “the representation of attributes that one believes one ought to
possess (i.e. representation of someone else’s sense of duties, obligations or
moral responsibilities)” (Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2011, p.82). To minimize the ought-to
selves of the learners and to foster their ideal selves more, some researchers
(Chan, 2014; Magid, 2011) underscore the effectiveness of vision training

sessions on promoting ideal L2 self.

Similar to the beliefs on the past experiences and visualization of the future
selves of the learners, to what extent they take actions in reality at present also
play a central role in the achievement of the language learning process (Al-Shehri,
2009; Doérnyei, 2005; Ushioda & Dérnyei, 2009). To convert unhealthy or false
beliefs on attributions into the beliefs that could drive learners to make more effort
could be achieved through Attribution Retraining (Haynes, Perry, Stupnisky, &
Daniels, 2009). Given the importance of causal afttributions focusing on the past
beliefs, future self guides (ideal L2 self and ought-to self) aiming at the beliefs
about the future and motivated behavior and effort concerning the current actions,
attribution retraining embedded with vision training will be the central points of the

present study in order to bolster learners’ motivation and beliefs.
Statement of the Problem

Despite a considerable increase in the variety of language learning
methods, materials and curricula all around the world, many people still fail and
the most frequently asked question in the field of language teaching is the reason
why people display such a poor performance (H6l, 2016; Weiner, 1979; Williams &
Burden, 1997). A number of individual differences including learners’ motivational
level and what they perceive or believe as important in their performance, i.e.
attributions, play a vital role in whether they feel motivated towards the learning
process in the long run (Erten & Burden, 2014; Lim, 2007; Weiner, 1979; 2000;
Williams et al., 2015). As in other individual factors, attributions have been found
to be one of the most influential drives to contribute to language achievement;
therefore, it has taken great attention on the part of the scholars in educational
psychology and there exists an increasing interest, though very limited, in
attributional causes and attribution retraining in language learning field (Erten &
Burden, 2014; 2015a; Hsieh, 2004; Peacock, 2009; Williams & Burden, 1997;



Williams et al., 2015). To illustrate, some empirical studies displayed why some
people fail or become successful in their own perception (Dong, Stupnisky, &
Berry, 2013; Kogyigit, 2011; Saticilar, 2006; Tagkiran, 2010; Zohri, 2011) and
some others focused on why some learners are more resistant to change their
motivation and why they attribute to their failure to external reasons and success
to internal causes (Gobel & Mori; 2007; Hol, 2016; Kogyigit, 2011; Mori, Thang,
Nor, Suppiah, & Oon, 2011; Hashemi & Zabihi, 2011; Ozkardeg, 2011;
Sahinkarakas, 2011; Tagkiran, 2010), i.e. why they have self-serving bias (Gobel
& Mori, 2007; Williams et al., 2015, p.73), and the relationship between attributions
and some individual variables such as gender (Erten & Burden, 2014; Hél, 2016;
Hsieh & Kang, 2010; Paker & C")zkardeg- Do6gus, 2017; Semiz; 2011; Yavuz & Hdl,
2016), social status (H6I, 2016), and also whether attributional style is related to
their achievement (Bain, McCallum, Bell, Cochran, & Sawyer, 2010; Duran, 2012;
Erten & Burden, 2014; Hol, 2016; Hsiheh & Kang, 2010, Mori, et al. , 2011; Yiimaz
& Kahyalar, 2017; Zohri, 2011). Some of them purported to enlighten which causal
attributions could account for the previous performances of the learners (Erten &
Burden, 2014; Hsieh & Schallert, 2008; Hsieh & Kang, 2010). However, very few
studies (Hashemi & Sabihi, 2011) revealed whether causal attributions could
predict future achievements in language learning contexts. This calls for the need
for further and detailed exploration of this issue in the domain of language learning
and teaching since Weiner (1972b; 1985; 2000) theoretically puts forward that

causal attributions are indicators of future performances of the learners.

Over the past decade, there has been an increasing interest in another
important theory on learners’ belief systems and their motivation namely L2
Motivational Self System (Dérnyei, 2005). Although there has been a momentum
in exploring learners’ future self-guides over the last decade (Csizer & Dérnyei,
2005; Demir, 2016; Dérnyei & Chan, 2013; Munezane, 2015; Oz, 2015; Teimouri,
2017) and how to orient learners to reflect upon their ideal and ought- to selves
through vision training (Chan, 2014; Magid, 2013; Magid, 2011; Munezane, 2015;
Sampson, 2014), there exists a need to shed more light onto the potential
relationship between attributional causes based on past experiences and future
self-guides of the learners. Also, it is important to gain insights into whether vision

training could direct students towards displaying more goal-oriented and more



adaptive behavior while changing students’ attributions and achievement, which
could eventually have a role in their gaining the most benefit of this training both

socially and academically.

In addition to the possible relationship between attributions and other
individual variables, the ways to turn unfavorable (maladaptive) attributions to
more favourable (adaptive) ones have not been covered much in language
learning platforms (Erten, 2015a; Williams & Burden, 1997). In order to rehabilitate
the maladaptive attributions, attribution retraining sessions could help learners to
have more control, agency and the autonomy over their own learning process
(Chodkiewicz & Boyle, 2014; Haynes et al., 2009; Peacock, 2009) and could take
a goal-oriented action. To the researcher’s knowledge, very few studies have been
conducted to present the effectiveness of attribution retraining (H6l, 2016; Semiz,
2011), none of them has included future self-guides of the learners, which is
assumed to be influential on attributional causes of their past performances. While
Semiz (2011) attempted to verify whether the attribution retraining protocol
developed by Haynes et al. (2009) was useful for the potential change in
attributional styles, their achievement, language learning beliefs and self-efficacy
of the learners, H6l (2016) aimed to find out whether attribution retraining model
he developed was effective in promoting adaptive attributions or enhancing
achievement in the future. His retraining program differs from Haynes et al. (2009)
in the sense that he added some strategy training sessions and goal orientation
sessions. Given the scarcity of empirical proof of attribution retraining protocols in
language learning contexts, there remains a need to unveil whether new attribution
retraining models including sessions on goal orientations as well as vision training
create more positive attributional beliefs and clearer future self-guides. In this vein,
empirical studies could bridge the gap between the early proposed theory-based

protocols and the practice.
Aim and Significance of the Study

Considering the need to unearth the possible linkage between attributions
and some other individual variables, the present study aims to investigate whether
there is any statistically important relationship between attributions manifested for

the latest exam and participants’ future self-guides, namely ideal and ought- to



selves. Another concern for this study is that the potential relationship between
attributions and motivated behaviour and effort. It also attempts to elucidate the
effect, if any, of attribution retraining, developed by the researcher dwelling upon
the models in the literature (Chan, 2014; Haynes et al., 2009; Hél, 2016; Magid,
2011; Munezane, 2015; Sampson, 2014) on learners’ attributional causes and
dimensions, future self guides (ideal & ought to), and motivated behaviour and
effort of foreign language learners.

Although there has been an increase in revealing English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) students’ achievement attributions over the last decade, the
literature has offered inadequate findings about the relationship between
attributional beliefs and other motivational orientations such as future self-guides
and motivated behaviour and effort. Furthermore, there seems to be a need for a
more insightful examination of the full experience of implementation of attribution
retraining programs in language learning contexts. In an attempt to extend the
previous research conducted on achievement attributions and attribution
retraining, the motive of the present study is to explore and present not only
Turkish preparatory students’ attributional styles but also the relationship between
attributional causes, attributional dimensions, ideal L2 self and ought- to L2 self
(Dérnyei, 2005) and also motivated behaviour and effort. Such an act of
scrutinizing could add a new dimension to the literature by revealing the
relationship between current motivational level of the learners in accordance with
learners’ beliefs about past experiences and their vision for future selves. This
study also puts forwards a new attribution retraining protocol including goal
orientation and vision training, which makes it a first attempt to enhance learners’
motivation considering the process of motivational currents. That is, the proposed
intervention model addresses learners with maladaptive attributional style or the
ones experiencing learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975) by putting an emphasis
on both past experiences, on future self guides and also on the effort they need to
expend. Considering the scarcity of the empirical attribution retraining studies and
the novelties in the present study, it will be the first in the field to explore the
impact, if any, of the attribution retraining model on achievement, future self guides

(ideal and ought- to selves) and motivated behaviour and effort.



In Turkey, although students start to learn English at the age of 8, they still
have major problems with foreign language classes even at university level
(Bayyurt, 2012). The study is supposed to offer administrators and instructors with
a new model to integrate into their curricula or school programs by solving
motivational problems of the students and guiding them to focus more on the use
of internal and controllable factors such as effort and strategy. It also aims at
helping students to visualize their goals and aspirations while learning English
rather than resorting to such uncontrollable attributions as lack of ability or
intelligence. Therefore, enlightening the potential effectiveness of the attribution
retraining model could help to gain a deeper insight into whether a theory-based
treatment could change their beliefs and motivational level of the students in a

practical implementation.
Research Questions

The addressed overarching research questions in the present study are:

1. To what factors do the Turkish EFL learners attribute their exam

performance in English language learning?

2. Does students’ perceived level of success influence the attributions they

make for their latest exam scores?

3. Do students with a high level of future self-guide (ideal L2 self and ought-

to-self) differ on their causal attributions for the latest exam scores?

4. a. What is the relationship between attributions, ideal L2 self, ought -to
and motivated behaviour and effort?

b. Is it possible to predict students’ previous and future achievement by
means of their attributions, ideal L2 self, ought- to L2 self and motivated behavior

and effort? If so, what are the best predictors?

5. What is the effect of an attribution retraining (AR) program on EFL

learners’ causal attributions?

6. What is the effect of an attribution retraining (AR) program on EFL

learners’

a. ideal L2 selves?



b. ought- to selves?

c. motivated behaviour and effort?
Assumptions

Taking all the procedure that has been gone through into consideration,
there are some assumptions for the present study. To begin with, it is assumed
that since the participants are all given information about the study, aim and the
process of it, they took part in the study based on their own decision and
willingness, and it is also supposed that the items in the scales, open-ended

questions and reflection papers are answered honestly and in a sincere way.

It is also estimated and proved that the data collection instruments in this
study are valid as well as reliable since they were checked by experts in a
systematic way and also some statistical tests were performed to confirm this. The
details for both quantitative and qualitative reliability and validity issues are

presented in the methodology chapter.

The variety of the scales and the qualitative data both in the whole group
and the experimental design are expected to be enlightening to project the

learners’ causal attributions, dimensions, future selves and motivated behavior.

Lastly, the attribution retraining program developed by the researcher is
assumed to be suitable for the achievement of the purpose in this study, and time

allocated and the design is sufficient and appropriate.
Limitations

As most of the studies have, the present study lacks some points that were
not anticipated beforehand. However, these could be a guide for the researchers
who will focus on similar points with this study in the future. The major limitation of
this study is the lack of longitudinal study to track belief systems and motivational
orientations of the students. To sort this problem out, the researcher officially
asked for the documents of the students’ future exam scores in the second
semester and asked the participants to join further studies; however, both parties

did not accept to do so as the school program was too hectic and they were



unwilling to spare extra time for the research activities. By means of triangulation

of the data, the researcher tried to reflect learners’ beliefs in a deeper way.

Another limitation of the study is that the proposed AR model was
implemented being isolated from the curriculum or the syllabus of the school. If it
had been possible to integrate it with the program in action, it could have yielded

more promising results.

Still another limitation is that the findings of the study are mainly concerned
with METU students or EFL learners in Turkish context, as it was difficult to collect

data from students at different institutions.

Yet another limitation is that the developed scale LACAS lack some
attributional constructs such as interest, strategy, or adaptation to school as the
factor analyses led the researcher to eliminate the items related to these
attributions. To solve this problem, qualitative data was used in a process-oriented
way, before the intervention, during the treatment and also after the AR sessions.
Last but not least, if the data had been collected from such other contexts as
primary or secondary education level or from private universities, different results
and implications could emerge based on the effectiveness of the proposed AR

model.
Definitions

Causal attributions is defined as “Individuals’ perception of their own
successes or failures and the reasons they provide for those successes and
failures” (Williams et al., 2015, p.71).

Causal dimensions were first proposed by Weiner (1985; 2000). He
suggested that perceived explanations for why events happen vary in three causal
dimensions: stability (unstable/stable), locus of control (internal/external) and

controllability (controllable/uncontrollable)

Locus of control was explained by Rotter (1966) as “People vary in the
degree to which they perceive the things that are happening to them as being
under their own internal control or under the control of outside forces” (Darity,
2008, p. 56).



Stability means whether the attributed factor is fixed or changeable on the

part of the learners’ perception (Williams et al., 2015).

Controllability “reflects the degree of volitional influence people feel they

have over a cause”( Weiner, 1985, p.555).

Ideal self is defined as “Your representation of the attributes that someone

(yourself or another) would like you, ideally, to possess” (Higgins, 1987, p.320).

Ideal L2 self means “L2 specific facet of one’s ideal self: If the person we
would like to become speaks an L2 because of the desire to reduce the

discrepancy between our actual and ideal selves.”(Dérnyei, 2005, p. 217).

Ought-to self means “Your representation of the attributes that someone
(yourself or another) believes you should or ought to possess” (Higgins, 1987,
p.321). Ought-to self, in language learning domain, concerns “the attributes that
one believes one ought to possess to meet expectations and to avoid possible

negative outcomes” (Dérnyei, 2005, p. 217).

Motivated Behaviour and Effort: “Students’ efforts and persistence in
learning English. Example: | am willing to work hard at learning English.”(Csize'r,
K. & Kormos, 2009, p.103)

Conclusion

The overview of the literature in the introduction part, the research gap, the
significance and the aims of the study including research questions, the
assumptions and the limitations to the study have been explained in the
introduction chapter of the thesis. The following chapter will present the literature
review on the relevant terms and the empirical studies conducted up to the

present.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review
Introduction

Given the importance of motivation, motivational effort, attribution theory,
and future self-guides in the first chapter, the following section reviews the
literature on belief systems, mindset theory, attribution and attribution theory,
attribution research, attribution retraining, L2 motivational self-system and vision
training, motivated behaviour and effort. The first section describes the meaning of
attribution, the history of it and the background of Weiner's model (1985). The
second section details attribution researches carried out in Turkey and other
contexts. The third part includes information about attribution retraining and some
empirical studies conducted so far. The last sections will cover information about
Dérnyei (2005)’'s future self-guides, vision training and motivated behaviour and
effort (Al-Shehri, 2009) and related studies on these terms.

Belief Systems

Almost all people have their own beliefs and lead their lives accordingly.
Some of these beliefs are “deeply held” while others are more “peripheral”
(Williams et al., 2015, p. 61). For each side of the coin, people make choices in all
contexts, including learning. Therefore, belief system in language education has
gained a momentum in the mid-1990s and is still under exploration (Kalaja et al.,
2018; Williams et al., 2015). At the beginning of the 2000s, beliefs started to be
considered as one of the pivotal element that students contribute to the classroom
context (Kalaja et al., 2018).

Belief system is classified into two groups such as explicit beliefs and
implicit beliefs (Dweck, 2006; Williams et al., 2015). When individuals are aware of
their beliefs and can orally express them, they hold explicit beliefs. On the other
hand, if people are not conscious about the belief but that belief system affects
his/her potential behavior in the future, they tend to have implicit beliefs. For
example, if a person believes that s/he is on a lucky day, s/he presumably would
take more risks and more willing to have positive experiences (Williams et al.,

2015) without being aware of it. As illustrated in the example, the interplay
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between the belief systems and the motivational orientations or actions seems to
be inevitable in learning contexts (Horwitz, 1988; 1999), meaning that learners’
desire to take action stem mostly from their implicit beliefs. As Horwitz (1988;
1999) and Mercer (2011) put forward, belief systems are also important in
education as learners’ beliefs shape their interpretation of their own learning

experiences, put their actions under control and lead their learning.

In addition to the effect of belief systems on motivation, they were also
found to be interrelated with learners’ academic achievements (Castro & Andrade-
Arechiga, 2017). This link was clearly evidenced in Hsieh (2004); McClure, Meyer,
Garisch, Fischer, Weir and Walkey (2011); Perry, Stupnisky, Hall, Chipperfield and
Weiner (2010). On a theoretical basis, Oxford (2017) and Horwitz (1999) point out

the significance of learner beliefs on their successes in the process.
Belief Systems in Language Learning

In regard to the language learning beliefs specifically, Horwitz (1988) was
one of the prominent scholars in the field to explore language learning
experiences. Based on his theoretical framework, Horwitz (1987) developed a
scale on language learning beliefs called Beliefs about Language Learning
Inventory or BALLI, which has been used by many scholars in the field (Horwitz,
1999). His framework incorporates beliefs on language learning difficulty,
language learning aptitude and language learning process. As for the difficulty, he
maintains that learners might find the target language as generally difficult;
relatively difficult or it might take a long time to learn the language. He also
stresses that learners might view themselves deprived of language aptitude or
they might think that children learn better than the adults. Besides beliefs about
aptitudes, Horwitz (1988) also suggests that whether learners believe language
learning is a different discipline compared to the other subject matters so their
strategies or learning processes might make a difference among the students. For
example, learners might hold the idea that in their learning process, they might
appreciate the primacy of grammar rather than communication, employing more
structuralism or form-based approaches in their strategies of learning the target

language.
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As in most of the belief systems in real life, beliefs in language learning
contexts are also composed of some key elements. Oxford (2017) makes some
points of resemblance between a prism and the learning beliefs and puts these
components on different facets of this shape, subsuming them into three
categories. The first part is the hope that language learners need to have. As hope
enables learners to look beyond the present and focus more on the future, they
have to be full of hope to be successful in the future. Another key element in
Oxford’s (2017) framework is they need to have a sense of agency, allowing them
to take volitional actions geared towards aimed outputs. Similar to agency,
learners also need to take on their own responsibility in an attempt to gain more
autonomy. All these three elements pivot around the motivational concepts of goal
orientation and willingness to take action.

Language learning beliefs are peripheral, meaning that they are prone to
being affected by the contextual as well as cultural factors as indicated by Burns &
Garcia (2017), Horwitz (1999), and Williams et al. (2015). Therefore, while
examining learners’ beliefs in a research area; it would be more appropriate to
take cultural values into account. To illustrate, Horwitz (1999) conducted a study
where he compared American students with Asian and Turkish learners in terms of
their beliefs. While American learners had the tendency to be more motivated in
an integrative way, the Asian and Turkish correspondents were motivated
instrumentally. Vocabulary learning assumed more primacy on the part of the
Asian and Turkish learners, which could probably change the instructional paths in
their own learning environment.

Another important point pertaining to belief systems is that they are dynamic
and complex systems (Kalaja et al., 2018; Mercer, 2011; Oxford, 2017). As Mercer
(2011) and Oxford (2017) explain, complexity theories assert that learning paths
vary among learners and also they differ in the same learner at different times.
Learning processes do not go in a linear fashion, but they might have back and
forth steps and the learners might have their own individualized way of learning
and motivation (Dérnyei, Henry, & Macintyre, 2015) while many more variables
could play a role in learners’ educational process. In her state- of the art article,
Oxford (2017) exemplifies complex systems in belief systems. She states that
some effective learners might skip to the performance stage of the learning more

quickly than the others or they do not necessarily reflect upon their learning after
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their completion of performance. On the contrary, they might go through this
reflection phase during the performance. Faber (2017) also substantiates this
premise by noting that self-beliefs could be “confirmed, refined and modified, or

discarded in the course of learning and outcome experiences” (p. 2).

Considering the pedagogical basis, Castro and Andrade-Arechiga (2017)
summarized some points on erroneous beliefs that might lead learners to be
confronted with certain problems. If learners have false beliefs, they might employ
less effective strategies. At this point, teachers could get a deeper understanding
of their students’ belief systems as they do for their students’ linguistic background
to be able to best serve an effective instruction (Castro & Andrade-Arechiga,
2017).

Mindsets and Attributions as Parts of Belief Systems

In congruent with implicit beliefs, including the attributions, Dweck (2006)
coined the terms growth mindset and fixed mindset in belief systems. Mercer and
Ryan (2010) define mindsets as “mindsets represent some of the basic
assumptions individuals make about various human attributes, such as intelligence
or personality” (p.437). People with fixed mindsets believe that they are endowed
with the abilities they are born with and they cannot change it. In their opinion,
intelligence and ability are static, so these kinds of learners have a disposition to
be “nonstrategic, unsuccessful, lacking the appropriate risk-taking, and low in
goals, hope, agency, unsuccessful, unmotivated” (p.284). On the other hand,
people holding a growth mindset have a tendency to believe that they are able to
improve their intelligence and aptitudes as they are malleable, thereby putting
more effort into changing their destiny (Dweck, 2006). Such learners also hold the
view that strategies are useful to attain their goals, so they are risk takers, and
they are more hopeful, autonomous and agentic (Oxford, 2017). As this concept is
quite new in the field of language teaching, to the knowledge of the researcher, no
studies have been found to explore whether learners’ mindsets could be altered
through retraining. However, as the theoretical framework of belief systems and
the mindset theory seems to be overlapping (Erten & Burden, 2014), the potential

change from fixed mindset to growth mindset incrementally could be possible in
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the long run as belief systems are not dichotomous processes, but a continuum
(Mercer & Ryan, 2010).

In everyday life, human beings do not just observe the events and the
actions but also explore causes or explanations behind their or others’ events or
actions (Fdrsterling, 2001; Heider, 1958; Weiner, 2000). Thus, an attribution
occurs when an individual assigns a cause to his/her or others’ events or
behaviors in a social interaction (Weiner, 1986; 2014). It is quite projective in
gaining deep insight into the causal judgments of the people and how it
situationally differs because these personal and subjective perceptions or beliefs

might be informative about the underlying reasons for the future actions of people.

In congruent with self-beliefs, attributions, as a part of self-concept have
attracted many scholars in the English language learning milieu (Mercer, 2011).
Language learners base their present beliefs on the past by lingering over their
previous experiences (Oxford, 2017). Besides attributions, mindsets also are in
play when considering the central impact of belief systems into the learners’
motivation, achievement or the future attitudes. In the following sections,
attributions and motivational self-system as a part of belief system will be

explained in detail.
Attribution Theory

As a part of the belief system, people have a disposition to look for
underlying causal factors of their own experiences. This search has been studied
by many researchers who developed the attribution theory. The current
psychological theories of causality trace back to the first version of attribution
theory by Fritz Heider (1958). Heider's (1958) attribution theory is based on the
idea that one’s perceived cause for an experience is a better predictor of the way a
person will behave in the future when this subjective belief is compared to the real
as well as objective reality. Heider’'s (1958) initial theory was then developed by
Kelley (1972), Jones, Kanouse, Kelley, Nisbett, Valins, and Weiner (1972) and
also Weiner (1972b; 1985; 2010). In the field of social psychology, attribution
theory gained a momentum as an important theoretical framework, especially
during the 1970s and 1980s, however, it wasn’t until the last decades that it has

received considerable attention of the scholars in foreign language education over

15



the last decades (Erten & Burden, 2014; Haynes et al., 2009; Peacock, 2009;
Williams & Burden, 1997).

Weiner (1972a, 2010) defines attribution as perceived causes provided by
language learners for their performances in a process or in a specific experience
such as a task or a test. In line with this definition, Williams et al. (2015) describes
it as “Individuals’ perception of their own successes or failures and the reasons
they provide for those successes and failures” (p.71). While the first attribution
theorist, Rotter (1966), acknowledges only an internal cause (skill) and an external
one (chance) for an event, Heider (1958) adds task difficulty to this list. Weiner
(1972b); however, set the framework of the attribution theory by adding the last
important determinant of a performance in an academic context: effort. According
to Weiner (2000), the scholars who worked on attributions highlighted similar
points but they didn’t coin the terms. In fact, Heider’ s (1958) terms of can and try
might be equivalent to ability and effort attributions of Weiner (1972b;1979)’s
model.Compared to these pioneers scrutinizing attribution, Weiner (1972a; b)
specifically focused more on attributional causes of academic achievement.
Forsterling (2001) emphasizes the importance of Weiner's model of attribution by
indicating that Weiner's attributional framework of achievement is the most
comprehensive theoretical model about the effects of attributional causes on
cognitive processes, affect and behavior and could easily be based on empirical
studies (Haynes et al., 2009). In his model, Weiner (1979; 1980; 1986) postulates
that the types of attributions that people have a tendency to make are affected by
not only environmental but also personal factors that influence learners in their
subsequent performances (Anderman & Anderman, 1999; Erten, 2015a). Weiner
(1979) puts forward that learners make an effort to understand the causes of their
success and failure at a particular task by asking “why they have failed” (Weiner,
2018, p.5). He also claims that this causal search is undertaken by the learner
following an event which is especially perceived as unexpected, negative or highly
important. Such kind of an attributional style will subsequently result in a pivotal
negative impact on the future learning and motivation (Lim, 2007; Weiner, 2010;
Williams et al., 2015).

One of the important points pertaining to attribution theory is that individuals

have different perceptions of their performance and they generate quite different
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causal attributions from the people around them. At this point, it is important to
examine individual’s own self-perception and beliefs about their past experiences
so that teachers could help them to be more successful in the future (Williams et
al., 2015). This importance lies in Weiner's (1992; 2000) theoretical framework as
the connection between the past experiences and its inevitable effect on the
present determines whether the learners will take an action or to refrain from doing
so (Faber, 2017; Erten, 2015b; Gobel & Mori, 2007). To illustrate, if a student fails
in doing an easy task and ascribes this failure to a lack of ability, s/he is likely to
motivate herself and could simply give up the task or may stop making any effort,
thereby leading to a feeling of learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975). This
student’s self-perception impedes his/her potential achievements in the future. The
first student with a reference to ability attribution exemplifies the maladaptive
attribution style (Weiner, 2000; Erten, 2015a). This student might not pursue
success and ensure persistence or sustained effort in his/her prospective studies
(Williams & Burden, 1997). Such a student with an unhealthy attributional style or
a maladaptive attribution is also considered to have a fixed mindset (Dweck,
2006), which is prone to submissive attitude of the learner and giving up language
learning in full terms. Dweck (2006) contends that people with a growth mindset
are likely to feeling more control over the events and they tend to develop more
positive and optimistic views about themselves. That is why, maladaptive
attributional style go hand in hand with the fixed mindset theory of Dweck (2006).
In another possible scanerio, a different student who does not succeed in a task
and attribute the unsuccessful performance to a lack of effort could possibly have
a different motivational orientation with increased effort (Erten, 2015b; Williams et
al., 2015; Williams & Burden 1997). This student feels more control over the
events and s/he presumably believes that s/he is likely to succeed more in the
future (Lim, 2007; Weiner, 2010; 2014). In this case, such a student would
probably put more effort into the learning process and practice more and therefore
learn more (Lim, 2007). This student conforms to adaptive attributional style, which
paves the way for more sustained effort and more motivated behavior and effort.
According to Dweck (2006), this student also improves herself/himself by making
attempts to succeed more in the future as they are more hopeful and oriented to
achieve and such learners are likely to have growth mindset rather than the fixed

one.
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In sum, attributional causes shed light onto the prospective performances
as well as motivation of the learners, which highlights the importance in language
learning contexts. Attributions are of pivotal importance in the sense that it impacts
future expectations, self-concept, emotions and future motivation to expend effort
(Hunter & Barker, 1987; Taskiran & Aydin, 2017). The teachers might take a
course of action that guides students to hold on more adaptive behavior so that
learners could get more motivated towards learning (Williams et al., 2015). As for
the importance of attribution theory, Chang, Windsor and Helwig (2017) also add
Weiner's (1979) attribution theory could provide us with deep insights into
unraveling the mental as well as social processes dwelling on language learning
experiences. In other words, the theory reveals the underlying proccesses of
language learning by connecting the cognition and the behaviour of the learners
(Chang et al., 2017).

Another important point about Attribution Theory is that it traces back to
cognitive psychology (Gobel & Mori, 2007) and it suggests that “people tend to
attribute their successes to more internal, controllable and unstable reasons (such
as effort)’; whereas, they are likely to link their failure to more external,
uncontrollable and stable reasons (such as teacher), which is called “Self-serving
Bias” (Gobel & Mori, 2007, p.151).This term subsumes two specific types. More
specifically, referring to more desirable attributions for successes is also called
self-enhancement. If a learner has such a bias, s/he refers to more desirable
attributions such as lack of effort or lack of strategy for their success. On the other
hand, ascribing to undesirable reasons as external, uncontrollable and stable are
named as “self-protective bias” (Gobel & Mori, 2007, p.151; Williams et al., 2015).
If learners resort to such reasons as teacher or school system for their
performance, they try to protect their self-worth and self-efficacy (Williams et al.,
2015).

The earliest version of Weiner’s attribution theory (1972b) suggests that
learners often relate their success and failure to four basic causes: ability, effort,
task difficulty, and luck (Weiner, 2000). These attributional causes were proposed
as being the most important and widely cited ones for the explanation of success
and failure (Weiner, 1974). Although Weiner's main causal attributions has been

widely acknowledged by a great number of further researchers (Anderson, 1983;
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Cooper & Burger, 1980; Dérnyei, 2001; Elig & Frieze, 1979; Frieze & Snyder,
1980; Slavin, 2003; Williams and Burden, 1997). Some other attributional causes
ranging from strategy, interest, family influence and teacher influence (Vispoel &
Austin, 1995); mood, maturity, habits, social and psychological environment at
home, other people, past experiences, attitudes, self-perception and maturity, and
peers (Graham, 2004; Tse, 2000; Williams, Burden, Poulet, & Maun, 2004) were
also considered and found as pivotal in determining a learners’ motivation and
success. Vispoel and Austin (1995) also note that the potential causes of an
achievement-related outcome are infinite and similarly Williams et al. (2015) allege
that causal attributions are situation-specific and innumerous perceived reasons
could be added to four main causal attributions, namely, effort, task difficulty, luck

and ability depending on the context.

Inasmuch as causal attributions are context- specific, they are also
culturally-bound (Erten & Burden, 2014; Gobel & Mori, 2007; Mc Clure et al., 2011;
Paker & Ozkardes-D6gis, 2017; Williams et al., 2015). They propose that in
research studies on attributions, participants from eastern countries or more
collectivist ones make ascriptions to social reasons such as family, teacher,
peers... compared to the ones from western countries. The participants from the
western countries link their performance to such individual causes as ability or
effort. In brief, causal attributions differ from one context to another, so each case

needs to be examined individually.
Causal Dimensions

Weiner (2000) underscores that the perceived reasons why events happen
vary across three dimensions: stability (unstable/stable), locus of control
(internal/external) and controllability (controllable/uncontrollable). As noted by
Anderman and Anderman (1999), three causal dimensions: locus of causality,
controllability, and stability are even more important than the specific attribution
being made by the individuals and they need to be tackled concurrently (Tagkiran,
2010). Accordingly, Weiner (1979) observed that “people do not make causal
attributions in isolation, but rather develop patterns of thinking which plays an
important role in their behaviour in similar events. These patterns are called as
attributional style” (as cited in Chodkiewicz & Boyle, 2014, p.79). Attributional
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styles are likely to be adaptive when thoughts pave the way for positive behaviours
and they become maladaptive when thoughts lead to negative outcomes
(Chodkiewicz & Boyle, 2014). That is, not the specific attribution but these
important dimensions of the attributional causes influence learners’ future
achievement striving (Weiner, 2018). When the dimensions are taken into account,
the relevance of attribution theory to motivation becomes more comprehensible,
which has roots in Weiner’s attribution theory of motivation and emotion (2000). To
shed more light onto the dimensions in attributions, it is better to describe the

historical development of the theory:

Locus of causality. Rotter (1966) marked a difference between internal
and external causes and thus pioneered in introducing the first dimension, namely
‘locus of control’ to the attribution theory. He stated that “people vary in the degree
to which they perceive the things that are happening to them as being under their
own internal control or under the control of outside forces” (as cited in Darity,
2008, p. 56). Hence, the breakdown of the structure of causality initially started
with an internal-external dimension (locus of control) which was brought to the
attribution theory by Rotter (1966).

The locus of causality dimension refers to whether the perceived and
attributed cause for an event is something within the person or outside the control
of that person who has performed in a task or a test before (Weiner, 2014; 2018).
Similarly, Williams and Burden (1997) define locus of control as “perceived
location of causes is internal or external to the learner” (p. 194). Based on this
dimension, task difficulty and luck are considered as external attributions that
learners perceive the causes of their achievement as external to them while ability,
effort and aptitude are viewed as internal attributions, meaning that the underlying
causes of the achievement are within learners, themselves (Williams et al., 2015).
Locus of causality is of vital importance as it mostly shapes the possible affective
states in the future (Weiner, Russell, & Lerman, 1978, Weiner, 1979, 1980) and
automatically affects the continuation of the motivation (Dérnyei, 2001). If a learner
ascribes his/her success to internal elements, s/he tends to feel pride, confidence,
and satisfaction and if she attributes it to external factors, she tends to have
feelings of gratitude, surprise, thankfulness (Weiner, 2000). On the other hand,

while the one who attributes the failure to internal factors might go through guilt,
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regret, and aimlessness and if s/he blames for external factors, she could feel
anger, surprise, and hostility (Haynes, et al., 2009; Kogyigit, 2011; Peacock, 2009;
Weiner, 2010).

Lim (2007) as well as Weiner (2000) maintain that the locus of causality
dimension is also connected to learners’ future trials in accordance with their
feelings of pride and shame. To put it in another way, when learners have a higher
level of internal locus of control, such a belief pattern affects their expectations of
success positively for the future and they tend to feel more pride in themselves
(Weiner, 2000; 2018). However, their failures impede their perception on the
possibility for future successes, thereby causing a sense of shame on the part of
the learner (Weiner, 2000; 2014; 2018).

Stability. From Rotter's theory (1966), Weiner (2011) took the locus of
control dimension. In addition to this, Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and
Rosenbaum (1971) highlighted the requirement of the second dimension by
stating that some of the internal and external causes change over time, whereas
others remain relatively constant; meaning whether the attributed factor is fixed or
changeable on the part of the learners’ perception (Williams et al., 2015). For
example, Rotter (1966) views ability as internal and luck as external. According to
him, locus of control makes a difference with regard to future performances or
expectancy of success. However, in both cases, learners tend to have expectancy
of success less. At this point, Weiner (1972a; 1972b; 2018) underscores the need
for another dimension in addition to locus of control to determine future actions of
the learners. This dimension is called stability. To elaborate, effort could be seen
as changeable, while ability can be seen as fixed factor (Weiner, 1972a). Also,
ability can be categorized as a stable, internal cause, and effort and luck can be
classified as unstable, internal and unstable, external, respectively. Although locus
of control is different for effort and luck, their commonality of instability determines
low level of hope for the future. At this point, the need and the importance of the
stability dimension become clearer.

Weiner (1985) further places an emphasis on stability by differentiating the
success and failure cases. He claims that attributions to stable causes lead to
positive expectations for success in the future when confronted with success,

while attributions to stable causes can cause low expectations in the future once a
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student undergoes failure. All in all, stability is the basis of expectancy shifts, and it
prevails the future performances more than the other dimensions (Weiner, 1985;
2000; 2014).

Weiner et al. (1971) mention four attributions which are mostly referred by
learners to account for their success and failure in academic contexts: ability,
effort, task difficulty, and luck, based on a 2x2 categorization template. Ability was
considered as internal and stable, effort as internal and unstable, task difficulty
was regarded as as external and stable, and luck was classified as external and
unstable. Table 1 presents attributions together with their underlying dimensions

within a 2x2 categorization scheme:

Table 1
Weiner's Original Attribution Model (1986)

Stable Locus of Causality
Internal External
Stability Unstable Ability Task Difficulty
Effort Luck

Controllability. The shortcomings of the 2x2 classification was observed by
Weiner (1979) and his colleagues who realized that the causes within the four
cells did not thoroughly cover the reality. The identification of the third dimension
of causality first became apparent when Rosenbaum (1972) put forward that
temporary effort, mood, and fatigue fall into the category of internal as well as
unstable factors, but they are not within the learners’ power (as cited in Weiner,
1986). Weiner (1979) expanded the theory by stating that “they are distinguishable
in that effort is subject to volitional control- an individual can increase or decrease
effort expenditure” (Weiner, 1985, p. 551). In such way, intentionality was coined

as a third dimension to the structure.

Weiner (1979) termed the last aspect as controllability. Weiner’s final (1979;
1985) model of Attribution theory included 2x2x2 categorization scheme with the

three dimensions, locus of causality, stability, controllability.

As Weiner (1985) states, “controllability reflects the degree of volitional
influence people feel they have over a cause” (p. 555). This dimension

differentiates the causes that a person can put under control, including skill and
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effort, from such causes as s/he cannot control, including but not limited to
aptitude, mood, others' actions and luck. Therefore, most people would be likely to
think that the amount of effort they exert for a task is generally within their control,
however, they will probably consider their ability to do well on such tasks as
outside their control (Williams &Burden, 1997).

These three major dimensions are quite significant with regard to
willingness to make enough effort for future tasks and also in terms of individuals’

belief in himself and emotions they have with them (Stipek, 1993; Weiner, 1986).

In the following table, the relationship among the most common
achievement attributions (which will be discussed in detail in the following section)

and dimensions are shown (Eggen & Kauchak, 1994; Vispoel& Austin, 1995):

Table 2
The Relationships Among The Most Widely Cited Achievement Attributions and
Dimension
LOCUS STABILITY CONTROLLABILITY

OF CONTROL
Ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Effort Internal Unstable Controllable
Luck External Unstable Uncontrollable
Task difficulty External Stable Uncontrollable
Strategy Internal Unstable Controllable
Interest Internal Unstable Controllable
Family External Stable Uncontrollable
Teacher External Stable Uncontrollable
School System External Stable Uncontrollable
Classroom External Stable Uncontrollable
Environment
Health External Unstable Uncontrollable

Four Main Causal Attributions

The most frequently reported attributions are ability, effort, luck and task

difficulty in educational contexts. Here are detailed explanations for them:

Ability. According to Weiner (1985), ability is one of the most common
attributions learners tend to make when accounting for their achievements. In
particular, if learners cannot succeed repeatedly despite much effort, they
sometimes seem to account for this performance by the lack of ability (Ozkardes,
2011; Tekir, 2012). This causal search might lead learners to think that their

achievement is out of their control and s/he cannot take any step to alter the
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situation. Such a desperate feeling is called learned helplessness (Seligman,
1975) in educational psychology (Erten, 2015; Saticilar, 2006; Williams & Burden,
1997; Williams et al., 2015). This maladaptive feeling generally keeps learners
from taking any course of action to change the internal factors. In the long run,
similarly, these learners believe that any kind of effort will not ever contribute to
their success for their future performances (Weiner, 2000; Williams et al., 2015).
On the other hand, employing internal and controllable factors for their
achievement, such as ability in this case, is considered as adaptive attribution,
which in turn brings about self-efficacy as well as a sense of agency or control
over the events (Gimdas, 2014; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995).

Ability attribution is also important when considering the performance of
other students. Specifically, if a student fails in a task, while most of the others
achieve in it, they tend to resort to the attribution of their lack of ability for their
failure (Tollefson, 2000; Weiner, 2000). Also, it is interesting that as children grow
up, this feeling is likely to increase as a differentiated concept of ability starts to
appear; that is, young people gradually aims to show their superiority to others
(Tollefson, 2000).

Effort. Effort is another frequently cited attributions for success and failure
(Graham, 2004; Weiner, 1992) in many studies. It is an internal as well as an
unstable factor which learners can exert control over. Weiner (2010) illustrates that
if a learner has failed because s/he could not put a lot effort into the exam
preparation, such a learner might feel guilty and probably s/he will demonstrate a
better performance in the future tasks. Alternatively, if s/he has succeeded in the
exam because of her/his great effort, s/he will feel the pride and satisfaction in
herself/ himself for the subsequent tasks (Weiner, 2014; 2018).

Learners’ accounting for their achievement or failure with a reason of effort
could imply that learners take charge of their own learning. Most studies show that
mostly successful students ascribe their success or failure to effort, meaning that
they tend to feel responsible for their performance and have the control over it

compared to the unsuccessful ones (Weiner, 2010).

Luck. Luck is another crucial attribution that learners make for their

previous performances. To illustrate, students might feel that they were lucky
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during the test or a task. Alternatively, learners could think that they were lucky as
the questions in the exam overlapped with what the students’ had studied before
or vice versa (Erten & Burden, 2014). If learners do not hold their own
responsibility and hold luck to account for their achievement/failure, it means that
their future performances are believed to be out of their control (Weiner, 1992).
Similar to task difficulty attribution, if they are successful, they do not feel proud or
if they are not successful, they have a decreased amount of shame and guilt
(Tekir, 2012; Weiner, 1992; 2010).

As luck is an unstable and uncontrollable factor, it has a central role in
learners’ future performances in a negative way. It is likely that they may stop
studying or trying at least as they may be lucky or unlucky for the later experiences
(Ho6l, 2016). In conclusion, as Weiner (1972a; 1972b) notes, when learners
constantly link their success or failure to luck, the possibility for their improvement
in their performance would become less because such learners do not hold strong

beliefs about their potential to make achievements.

Task difficulty. Learners may consider that they were successful in an
exam because the questions were quite easy for their level, in such a case, they
usually do not feel pride in themselves (Gimus, 2014; Tollefson, 2000; Weiner,
2010). In another case, they may fail and find the reason behind it in existence of
the hard questions or task difficulty. At this point, they may not feel responsible for
their performance as this is an uncontrollable factor. It is quite common in Turkish
context that students have some complaints about the task difficulty especially

when they are not successful enough (Hél, 2016).

Fosterling (2001) puts forward that task difficulty brings about different
scenarios related to the other attributions on the part of the learners. Firstly, if
learners perform well in a difficult task, they may ascribe their success to good
luck; conversely they link their failure with bad luck. Another scenario is that if
tasks are at an average difficulty level, learners may hold internal factors such as
effort and ability for their performance. Still another one is that when tasks are
really difficult, attributions of the individuals tend to perceive luck as the agent of
their achievement, which paves the way for less responsibility for the learners in
the future tasks (Foésterling, 2001; Hol, 2016).
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All in all, achievement attributions mostly shape future performances,
motivation and actions. Although learners may make attributions to a wide range
of reasons -interest, strategy, mood, health, parental support, classroom
atmosphere, learning materials or the environment...- (Hsieh, 2004; Peacock,
2009, Vispoel & Austin, 1995; Weiner, 2010; Williams & Burden, 1997), the four
main attributions aforementioned play a major role in achievement contexts and
their dimensions usually change the way for subsequent task performances
(Weiner, 1979).

Learners’ subjective evaluation of their previous success or failure have
attracted attention in different contexts all around the world, hence many studies
have been conducted since Weiner (1972b) first proposed the theory; however,
research in EFL have started to spread across the field of English Language

Teaching (ELT) over the last decades.
Empirical Studies on Attribution Around the World

There has been influx of studies conducted to shed light onto the
attributional causes, dimensions and also their relationship with other factors since
Weiner (1972a; 1972b) first proposed his model and developed it. In this section,
the studies will be presented in accordance with the descriptive studies on
attributions, the relationship between causal attributions and self-efficacy or
success-orientation, such other factors as gender, proficiency and whether causal

attributions could account for future success as Weiner (1980) suggested.

One of the pioneer studies that solidified the basis of Weiner's model is
Meyer’s study (1980) by examining the causal dimensions in relation to causal
attributions for their performances, the effect of different informational cues on
attributions in accordance with these dimensions, and the influence of these
attributions on students. Hypothetical situations concerning high school students'
achievements in a university entrance exam, their academic performance during
their high school education, the other students’ performances on the exam, and
the value of the exam were reported to 200 university students in a within-subjects
design. The participants decided how strongly each of nine possible causes (e.g.,
ability, preparation) could have influenced performance on the exam. Rates of

perceived satisfaction and expectancy of future success were also asked. The
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findings were in congruent with the three dimensions; namely, the stability, locus,
and control, which confirmed Weiner's model in an empirical study. Meyer (1980)
study is considered to be one of the most important research exploring academic

attributions in a different discipline, but not in a language learning context.

Although attribution theory has been studied in various educational fields to
gain a deeper insight into the individual differences, motivation and belief systems,
it has been ignored by professionals in language learning and teaching (Erten &
Burden, 2014; Hashemi & Zabihi, 2011; Hsieh, 2004; Peacock, 2009; Williams &
Burden, 1997). Over the last decade, studies on attributional causes and
relationship between attributions and other individual factors have attracted more

attention in the field of foreign as well as second language education.

Most of the studies in language learning shed light onto the causal
attributions and it seems that they change from context to context. To illustrate,
Gobel and Mori (2007) examined perceived causes for their performances on
certain language learning tasks in the speaking communication as well as reading
classes by revealing how learners view their successes and failures, and their
attributions. A questionnaire on the causal attributions embedding ability, effort,
task difficulty, and luck was implemented on 233 first-year university students who
were Japanese. The findings indicated a strong correlation between exam
performance based on the scores and the attributions of ability, task difficulty and
interest. In addition, attributions for failure dwelled upon external causes and
attributions for success focused on internal causes, which also confirm self-serving

bias.

In most studies, researchers tried to reveal the underlying attributions for
students’ own performances and the studies yielded a set of different results
depending on the context. To illustrate, Dong et al. (2013), in their study, aimed to
unveil a variety of causal attributions of 156 North American college students in
foreign language classes. Open-ended questions gave learners the opportunity to
give a wide range of explanations for their success. The commonly noted
attributions were in line with the multiple attributions proposed by Weiner’'s (1985)
causal dimensions of internal versus external, stable versus unstable, and

personal control versus external control system for each student. The findings also
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demonstrated that different references to causal attributions were evident in

success and failure cases.

Zohri (2011) also looked into Moroccan university learners’ perceptions of
failure in regard to their causal attributions. 333 participants who were studying
English at tertiary level ranked their perceived reasons for their failure. The results
showed that the learners linked the failure to the attitude of the teacher, their lack
of effort, interest and the pressure they feel on their shoulders. Social problems,
lack of teachers’ help and ability were not reported as major factors. Last but not

least, some gender differences were found.

In Bain et al. (2010) research, they looked into the differences, if any,
between the gifted and non-gifted undergraduate students who were taking a
Spanish course in relation to their “aptitudes, attitudes, attributions, and
achievement” (p.131). Gifted students surpassed non-gifted ones on the aptitude
scale. In addition, the gifted ones displayed a more positive attitude towards
learning a foreign language compared to the other group. However, no difference
was observed with regard to the attributional explanations, namely, ability, effort,

teacher effect or luck.

In recent years, more studies exploring the relationship between causal
attributions and such other factors as self-efficacy has been explored in depth.
Some of these studies base the concept of self-efficacy on to what extent students
view themselves successful or unsuccessful. For example, Mori, Thang, Nor,
Suppiah and Oon (2011) aimed to delve into their perceived reasons for
successes and failures on actual language tasks, and examines whether their
attributional patterns altered resting upon on their actual and perceived
proficiency. Two different versions of a questionnaire— one designed for success
and the other one for failure- were filled out by 2152 students from six universities
in Malaysia. Students were asked to select an activity in which they performed
quite poorly in the previous semester. In the second part, the students marked
their causes for their achievements or poor performances using a six point Likert
scale. The results demonstrated that actual high proficient learners and the ones
who view themselves as quite proficient related their success to their expenditure
of effort and their ability more than the ones with mid and low proficiency level. As

for the failure cases, high proficient learners and those who considered
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themselves as highly-proficient had a tendency to attribute their failure to the
factors that are related to class and interest such as classroom climate and
interest in the task while lower proficient learners mostly gave an account of their

failure by referring to the lack of their own effort and ability.

Similar to Mori et al. (2011), the study conducted by Hsieh and Kang (2010)
threw light on the connection between the participants’ attributions, their self-
efficacy and their success or failure in learning English in a foreign language
context. 192 English learners who were studying at the ninth grade were recruited
as participants in Korea. Results indicated that learners with different levels of self-
efficacy scores ascribed their achievement to distinct causes for successful and
unsuccessful outcomes. Learners having a higher self-efficacy score made
attributions to more internal and personal control than the ones with lower self-
efficacy ratings. As to the learners who were less successful, the ones with a high
level of self-efficacy scores made more personal control attributions than the ones
with lower self-efficacy. The results of Mori et al. (2011) are similar to Hsieh and
Kang (2010) in the sense that success-oriented students tended to attribute to
more internal reasons such as interest. However, these two studies yielded
different findings in terms of the failure-oriented students or the ones with low self-
efficacy ascribing their performance to external reasons in Hsieh and Kang (2010),

but to internal reasons in Mori et al. (2011).

In addition to the relationship between self-efficacy or perceived success,
scholars also investigated the connection between attributions and proficiency,
gender and academic discipline. A good example of this could be Peacock (2009)
study. Peacock (2009) tried to find out the perceived attributions given by 505
university students in Hong Kong and the relationship between attribution and
proficiency, gender, and academic discipline. Interviews done with the students
revealed 26 frequently cited attributions, which were also put in a questionnaire.
Follow-up interviews investigated the origins of achievement attributions. On the
other hand, 40 EFL teachers were interviewed about what they attributed student
success and failure. The study indicated statistical significant differences between
attribution and EFL proficiency, gender, and academic discipline. There was also a

parallelism between student and teacher opinions.
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Over the last decade, scholars tried to look into causal attributions in a
deeper way by employing such inferential statistics as regression analyses.
Specifically, researchers tried to understand to what extent success is explained
by causal attributions. For example, Hsieh and Schallert (2008) examined whether
500 undergraduate students’ self-efficacy and attributions could explain their
performance in the latest exam. The participants were recruited from German,
Spanish and French courses. Similar to this study, in Hsieh and Kang (2010), the
researchers tried to scrutinize the same issue by administering the scales to 192
learners who were 9™ graders. In both studies, self-efficacy and ability attributions
are the best predictors of the previous performance of the learners. Different from
these studies, Hashemi and Zabihi (2011) aimed to shed light onto whether
participants’ perceived causes of the latest performance could predict their future
achievement. They reported the impact of EFL learners’ attributions for their
academic achievements or failure while learning a language and specifically at
their test performance. In this study, 96 Iranian Intermediate EFL learners
responded to the scales of The Interchange Objective Placement Test, the
Revised Causal Dimension Scale (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992), and the
Language Achievement Attribution Scale (Hsieh, 2004). The findings revealed
high correlations between LAAS as well as CDS Il subscales and learners'
proficiency scores at a statistically significant rate. The results also indicated that
effort ranked the first predictor of high test scores; whereas, task difficulty was
found to be the best predictor of low achievers’ scores. Regression analysis to
measure attributions as well as proficiency scores showed that internal locus in a
positive, but external control in a negative direction, predicted students’ foreign
language proficiency. Another study focusing on the regression analysis of
attributions for achievement scores is Mc Clure et al. (2011). Similar to the above
mentioned studies, they also measured the causal attributions of 5333 students
from high school. The researchers tried to find out whether the attributions could
predict their GPA scores. Findings of regression analysis show that Effort is the

best predictor of GPA scores of the students.
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Empirical Studies on Attributions in Turkey

Similar to the studies conducted in different parts of the world, attribution
studies have increased over the last decade in Turkey. Many studies focused on
the relationship between perceived success and the causal attributions. In most of
them, success was found to be concerned with more internal and controllable
reasons whereas failure is more attached to external as well as uncontrollable
factors. To illustrate, Saticilar (2006) identified achievement attributions of sixth
graders and ninth graders at a state school. The study particularly dealt with the
achievement attributions of English language learners with regard to their gender,
grade, outside help they get while learning English and their studying habits.
Questionnaire and interview protocol were used as data collection methods. The
results displayed that participants had a tendency to attribute their success or
failure to internal elements. Effort ranked as the first cause on the part of the
learners, meaning that their motivational orientations were quite adaptive.
Regarding the grade difference, sixth graders ascribed their success to internal
elements compared to the ninth graders. On the other hand, students at the ninth
grade made attributions for their unsuccessful performances to effort in
comparison to the ones at sixth graders. With regard to gender, female learners
referred to effort for their success; whereas, male learners attributed to ability for
their failure. This showed that females seemed to be more adaptive compared to
the male students. Finally, no significant relationship was found between
achievement styles and the learners’ getting outside help for learning English and
also no connection between attributions and their importance for language

learning and teaching was observed from the data.

Kogyigit (2011) also carried out research to uncover the dimensions of the
achievement attributions of university students, and also to determine their
learning styles. The research is based on descriptive analysis of its survey. The
participants were recruited from freshmen and senior students of faculty of
Education, Engineering and Economics and Administrative Sciences during the
academic year of 2010-2011. To collect the data, the researcher administered a
causal dimension scale and a learning style scale to 300 students. As for the
analysis of the data, in addition to descriptive statistics such as frequency,

percentages, chi-square and mean scores, inferential statistics including
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independent samples t test, and one-way ANOVA tests were performed. The
results showed that success-related attributions were revealed to be more internal,
to have personal controllability at a higher level, to be less stable; on the other
hand, they were externally less controllable. Attributions for the failure cases;
however, were viewed as more external, and less controllable on the learners’ part
and more stable compared to the causal dimensions for success. No statistically
significant difference was found with regard to the variables of faculty, grade level

and gender.

Sahinkarakas (2011) attempted to reveal the elements influencing young
students’ successes and failures while learning a foreign language. To reveal the
achievement attributions, self-assessment papers were given to 52 young learners
studying English. It was revealed that both attributions were interrelated to internal
and unstable factors; in particular, paying attention to the teacher in class and
doing assignments. The results implied the need for raising awareness of the
teachers’ about their students’ achievement attributions for more effective

language learning process.

Causal attributions were also studied in qualitative manner to reveal
students’ attributional style for both successful and unsuccessful students. To
illustrate, Yilmaz and Kahyalar (2017) looked into 118 university students'
perceived failure attributions in learning English as a foreign language at a
preparatory school. Each participant was asked to write about their perceived
causes of failure in learning English and the emerging attributions were based on
the locus of control, stability and controllability dimensions. The results are also in
line with what the quantitative studies had revealed before as these unsuccessful

students attributed their performance to external and uncontrollable reasons.

To what extent learners view themselves as successful is tied in neatly with
the idea of self-efficacy (Hsieh, 2004). That is why, the relationship between self-
efficacy and a causal attribution was also explored in many studies in Turkey. For
example, Taskiran (2010) carried out a study to explore causal attributions of EFL
learners studying at a Turkish university in relation to their perceived success and
failure in English language learning process. In addition, to what they ascribed
their success and failure was analyzed based on the dimensions of the Weiner’s

theoretical framework (1985). The study also shed light onto whether students’
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attributions were adaptive or maladaptive for not only their future performances but
also for their motivational orientations. A questionnaire asking 158 learners’
perceived success or failure, reasons for their achievement in English and their
dimensional aspects was used as a data collection tool. It also included questions
regarding the perceived causes of their achievements, perceived underlying
dimensions of their attributions and definition of the concept of success.
Frequency analysis, chi-square test results and content analysis indicated that the
number of the failure-oriented students was slightly more than the ones who view
themselves as successful. The participants made more causal attributions for
failure compared to the success case. Students who perceived themselves as
successful had more internal, controllable, and relatively more stable attributional
styles in comparison to failure-oriented students. The last finding is that students
who repeated the preparatory year had similar causal dimensionality of failure with

the failure-oriented group.

Duran (2012) also conducted a research to unveil learners' causal
attributions for success and failure, the different attributional patterns between
success-oriented and failure-oriented learners, their self-efficacy beliefs about
learning English and the relationship between causal attributions and self-efficacy
beliefs. 150 students studying English at preparatory class at Mersin University
participated in the study by responding to three different scales and the attributions
were analyzed in terms of the dimensions of locus of causality, stability personal
control or external control. The findings showed that 75.3% of the participants
perceived themselves as unsuccessful (failure-oriented). The results also revealed
that most participants tended to ascribe their achievement to external causes like
task difficulty. The difference between success-oriented and failure-oriented
learners demonstrates success-oriented learners had a tendency to have ability
attribution; whereas, failure-oriented ones made task difficulty attribution. As to the
dimensions of the causal attributions, success-oriented students’ attributions were
more internal, stable, and personally controllable compared to the failure-oriented
group. Concerning self-efficacy, the majority of the participants had a high self-
efficacy for learning a language and their self-efficacy beliefs seemed to be

approximately the same for receptive and productive skills. Lastly, the participants
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with higher self-efficacy scores connected their success to more internal and

personally controllable causes.

A very recent study by Taskiran and Aydin (2017) also investigated the
difference between the attributions of success-oriented group and failure-oriented
group. The results are in congruent with the previous studies in that students with
high self-efficacy are likely to opt for internal attributions while the other group

preferred more external reasons.

Considering the intertwined relationship between self-efficacy and academic
self-concept, Erten and Burden (2014) cast around for the possible link between
self-efficacy and the causal attribution. More specifically, Erten and Burden (2014)
investigated the connection between academic self-concept, test scores, and
achievement attributions of Turkish students. 267 students at the 6™ grade in
different cities of Turkey were recruited as the participants in the study. The
researchers implemented “Myself-As-a-Learner Scale or MALS” (Erten, Burden, &
Bayraktar-Erten, 2015) for the academic self-concept, a questionnaire for
attributions and achievement tests for achievement variables. The findings of the
study (Erten & Burden, 2014) suggested that “teacher followed by ability, interest,
and long term effort” were the frequently cited attributions by the learners (p.391).
Academic self-concept and achievement had a main effect but caused no
interaction effect on attributions. Multiple regression analysis findings yielded that
the attribution to ability, academic self-concept, the attribution to interest and
teacher attribution ranked the best predictors of past achievements of the learners,

respectively.

The connection between causal attributions and other factors such as
gender and proficiency level were also investigated in Turkish context by some
scholars. Although the results related to gender yielded different results for each
case; the findings on language proficiency revealed similar results in the sense
that proficient learners tended to attribute to more internal and controllable
reasons, which is also parallel with self-serving bias. Ozkardes (2011) tried to
explore preparatory class students’ causal achievement attributions for their
perceived success and failure. A questionnaire, developed by the researcher, was
administered to 233 learners and 50 of them were interviewed to shed a more light

onto their responses. Teacher, ranking as the first important attribution, self-
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confidence, interest in learning English and enjoyment while learning English were
listed as the striking reasons for success (Ozkardes, 2011). On the other hand,
unsuccessful students put the blame for their failure on lack of enough vocabulary,
as the first cause, difficulty of exams, short education term to learn English, and
lack of background education. For some items, a strong relationship between
gender and attributions for perceived success was found; that is, female students
were likely to refer to more internal, unstable and controllable attributions
compared to the males. In terms of the proficiency level, the more proficient ones
made attributions to such factors as having background education and the
easiness of learning English in the failure cases whereas less proficient ones
found the underlying reasons for their failure in lack of background education in

English and short education term to learn English.

Yiimaz (2012), in her empirical study, scrutinized Turkish EFL students’
attributions in reading and also investigated whether these attributions for success
and failures vary across gender, proficiency and teacher opinions. 13 common
attributions were found in student questionnaires. Furthermore, 17 teachers were
asked to what factors they link a student’s success and failure in reading. The
results showed a number of differences between attribution, gender, and
proficiency, and also between student and teacher opinions at a statistically

significant level.

In Erten (2015b), whether age and gender, together, play a role in
attributional causes was examined. A composite questionnaire (Erten & Burden,
2014) was administered to 262 students who were studying at the 6th grade and
313 at the 10th grade. As to the genders of the participants, 336 were female while
238 were male. The results showed that both groups pointed the teacher as the
major causal attribution for their performance though the 10th graders attached
less importance to the teacher factor. Multivariate analysis of variance also
revealed statistically significant main and interaction effects of both gender and
age on the maijority of the attributions for the exam achievement. The researcher
reported that when there was a change in attributional patterns, such a shift was
found in terms of the attributions on the part of the female students from 6th grade
to 10th grade, suggesting the effect of adolescence on female students seems to

be more prevalent than the male correspondents in their belief systems.
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Two recent studies exploring the link between the causal attributions and
gender and proficiency level were carried out by Paker and Ozkardes-Doégus
(2017) and Yavuz and Hol (2017). In both studies, gender made a difference
between the participants, meaning that female students referred more to internal
reasons compared to the male counterparts. However, these two studies yielded
different results in relation to proficiency levels. The former showed that less
proficient learners lined their performance to external causes while the others
connected their performance to internal factors. However, in the latter research,
proficiency level did not make any statistically significant difference across

different proficiency levels.

GUmuUs (2014) carried a different study from most of the studies in that she
analyzed English language instructors' causal attributions for their students'
success and failure in English exams and to what extent this perception was
reflected in their actual teaching performances. The researcher collected data
through a questionnaire (17 instructors), classroom observations (3 instructors),
and semi-structured interviews (3 instructors). The findings indicated that the
instructors referred to many causes including but not limited to lack of effort, lack
of ability, background level, interest/personal traits, target setting, and others’
influence and circumstances, attendance, participation, the difficulty of the books
and the curriculum. The instructors’ practices were in line with their causal
attributions at some points. For example, they attributed to lack of enough practice
because of the syllabus in some skills and they seemed to underestimate some

skills in their teaching because of the hectic program.
Attribution Retraining

Attributions for overall achievement and for a particular task or a test may
differ frequently (Erten, 2015b) and they may enlighten or ruin future motivation
and performance. Therefore, it is of great importance that educators need to take
a course of action with great care when it comes to individuals’ attributions for their
performance in language learning. Attribution retraining could help students to
perform better especially if their attributional style shows more of a maladaptive
and a self-defeating pattern (Erten, 2015 a; Haynes, et al., 2009; Mc Dowell,
2009).
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Although scholars coined different terms of Attribution Retraining ranging
from “Attribution(al) training, reattribution(al) training, attribution retraining,
reattribution therapy” (Haynes et al.,2009, p.236), Attribution Retraining (AR) will
be used in this study as previously-set attributions or “ deeply held” belief system
(Wililams et al., 2015, p. 61) will be tried to reset in the sessions which were held

for the purpose of the present study.

The importance of AR sessions lies in the fact that effective teaching was
found to be beneficial for high control students who believe that their performance
is mainly under their control (Perry et al.,, 2009). However, even if effective
instruction is conducted in classes, low-control students would not derive the
benefit from such a teaching. This contrast highlights the pivotal role of AR
sessions for the students who hold the idea that learning is out of their control
(Perry et al., 2009). Considering the need for AR, it becomes evident that AR
would work well with the students who are discouraged to take actions for their
own learning, who are unmotivated to learn, who motivationally-at risk and failure-
prone students (Haynes et al., 2009; Perry et al., 2009). These students could
reach their potential when they are supported with programs fostering positive and

adaptive thinking.

According to Perry et al. (2009), the potential participants of AR sessions
would generally be freshmen at universities. As most of the changes in people’s
lives require certain adaptation problems including but not limited to marriage,
having a child, and also moving to a new house or a city, adapting to the university
life also entails some kind of adjustment and probable maladaptive attributions in
academic life. The researchers stipulate that such a transition period is
characterized by unfamiliarity and unpredictability. The difference between high
school and the university in terms of competitiveness such as study strategies,
note-taking, time-management and autonomy might lead first year university
students to feel like losing control over their own life (Haynes et al., 2009; Perry et
al., 2009). As such a profile of the students’ attributions is malleable to convert into
healthy attributions, the introduction of AR sessions into their learning would be of
great contribution to these students’ adaptation as well as academic

achievements.
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The aims of AR include more than one purpose but the main objective is to
turn learners’ stable, external and uncontrollable attributions into more unstable,
internal, and also controllable attributions, in such a way that the training can
persuade them to be more adaptive and self-helping (Haynes et al., 2009) and
believe that they can do better. At this point, it might be useful to re-clarify adaptive
and maladaptive attributional style. If students with an adaptive attributional style
(e.g. Students A), succeed in a task, they perceive themselves as successful
students and have a confidence in their competencies, holding the idea that that
they will succeed again in the subsequent tasks (Weiner, 2014; 2018). However,
once the same students become unsuccessful, they think that they had not made
a lot of effort and they generally take a step to do better next time. Such students
feel confident about themselves to achieve their school assignments and are
usually optimistic about their future performances. Hence, they have high level of
self-esteem, hold more motivation to learn, make a lot effort into their work and
perform well in academic contexts (Chodkiewicz & Boyle, 2014). On the other
hand, students holding a maladaptive attributional style (Students B), might think
that everyone could do the task successfully as it is easy after they, themselves,
succeed. If they have a poor performance, they tend to believe that they are not
smart enough to achieve the task. In fact, they feel that they do not have any
control over their lack of aptitude, which is categorized as uncontrollable and
stable attribution based on Weiner's theoretical framework (1985). Such a
perception leads to no hope about the future, that is, they believe that they will
inevitably fail again and again. These students are also found to experience
“learned helplessness” (Seligman, 1975), which causes them to avoid challenging
tasks. All these feelings, behaviours and demotivation pave the way for inevitable

poor performance for the prospective learning opportunities.

Adaptive and maladaptive attribution styles can also be traced by the
growth and fixed mindsets (Dweck, 2006) during the process of language learning.
According to Dweck (2006), growth and fixed mindsets determine to what extent
an individual can change his/her own learning. Williams et al. (2015) note that if a
learner believes that we are born with our talents such as language ability and we
can do little to change or control it, s/he is more likely to have a fixed mindset and

might have less hope for the future performances compared to a person with a
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growth mindset. Such a person with a growth mindset is likely to facilitate learning
as s/he believe that effort or controllable factors can help them to be more
competent (Erten & Burden, 2014; Williams et al., 2015).

To address maladaptive styles and fixed mindsets of the learners,
attribution retraining (AR) is designed to put the stress on the controllability
dimension, meaning that students are shown and convinced that whatever
occurred in the past related to their poor performance is within their control (Erten,
2015a; Haynes et al., 2009; Perry, Stupnisky, Hall, Chipperfield, & Weiner, 2010;
Stewart, Clifton, Daniels, Perry, Chipperfield, & Ruthig, 2011). Such a motivational
orientation raises their awareness about their control over the learning process
which could change their negative attitude towards a positive one (Perry et al.,
2010; Ruthig, Perry, Hall, & Hladkyj, 2004). In particular, attributional retraining is
usually planned in order to rebuild students’ causal explanations of their failure by
fostering controllable attributions such as effort and strategy instead of such
“immutable causes” as ability and intelligence (Stewart, et al., 2011, p.77). All in
all, the aim of AR is to attenuate undesirable behavioral symptoms, enhance

motivation, and encourage participants to strive for success.

Attribution retraining (AR) may employ a multi-faceted approach. Although
many different training models have been proposed by scholars in different fields,
very few has been put forward or implemented for language learning contexts
(Semiz, 2011; H6l, 2016). In both studies, the intervention was reported to be quite
useful for the freshmen or preparatory class students, meaning that they are in
their first years at university. Such students could go though some adaptation
problems and the first step to the intervention is generally recommended to be
done just after the first important assessment to be able to reflect students’ causal

attributions.

Common premise across AR studies is promoting the effort attribution as
well as ability attribution since students might have a higher level of self-worth
through this way (Weiner, 1986). This way could bring about students’ persistence
on school tasks (Reynolds, Fletcher-Janzen, & Mann, 2000). In addition to placing
an emphasis on effort and ability, especially for success cases, AR conducters
also need to downplay such uncontrollable reasons as task difficulty, teacher,

school system or classroom environments. These motivational orientations would
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create a positive gear towards studying on the part of the learners; however, the
training protocols also need to incorporate strategy use with attributional retraining
(Hol, 2016; Perry et al., 2010).

Perry et al. (2010) collated the important points to include in AR sessions.
First and foremost, while fostering ability attribution, the AR sessions also need to
give the impression that students have the ability to succeed along with effort. If
students are led wrongly, the training could mislead students and result in task
avoidance at all. Secondly, after prioritizing effort and ability, students need to
internalize the importance of strategy use. They are also expected to connect the
relationship between these three variables with AR sessions so that they can put
the theory into practice in their own learning. Showing examples of peers,
especially to children could lead students to unwanted directions; that is why, adult
examples demonstrating healthy attributions could contribute to the realization of
AR sessions. Students, in this way, could adopt and adapt to this mock situation
easily. Last but not least, the low number of the participants in an AR session
becomes very important as participants might not disclose their feelings or views

easily and this would not serve the purpose of AR sessions (Perry et al., 2009).

Haynes et al. (2009) analyzed the historical developments and current
trends in AR protocols and collated the implementations designed and used in
different settings. Their model was underpinned by a variety of theoretical as well
as conceptual advances and findings in the literature. Moreover, the model
developed by Haynes et al. (2009) is quite comprehensive, up-to-date and suitable
for college level students. In this vein, this AR protocol is preferred as a starting
point and developed later for the present study as it was originally designed for
tertiary level students in psychology class. In the following section, five major steps

of this intervention protocol will be described here:
A Protocol for Administering Attributional Retraining

To Haynes et al. (2009) , attribution retraining contributes most to first year
college students and it starts with a search for causal attributions or subjective
explanations for negative and positive outcomes (Weiner, 1985). This process

dwells upon Weiner’s theoretical framework (1985;2010) and tries to consolidate
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and rehabiliate the problematic attributions and their emotional outcomes. Five

steps are taken to address these problems over an academic year.

1. Pre-AR diagnostic assessment. One month after the beginning of an
academic year, pre-AR diagnostic assessment is applied through which students
answer questions about their first performances and a number of individual
variables that affected this outcome. This phase gives an understanding of
students who are academically and motivationally at risk, “vulnerable or failure-
prone” (Haynes et al., 2009, p. 252). By this stage, it is better for them to receive
some feedback on their first tests in such a way they can base their
explanations/causes on their new learning environments. In addition to causal
search for the task or test performance, some demographic information could also
be asked at this stage, ranging from gender, the duration of taking that class,

academic achievement to some other psychosocial variables.

2. Causal search activation. The causal search phase might be performed
together with the pre-AR diagnostic assessment component or prior to it. The
causal search process starts with asking students to rate their performance to see
how they view their performance, so that the researcher can gain an
understanding about whether they are success-oriented or failure-oriented.
Students are then asked about their attributional causes. These marking could be
referred as a pre-AR point to identify whether AR was influential in changing
causal attributions. The pre-AR diagnostic assessments as well as causal search
activation components also aim to help students to consider and reflect on their
performance up to that point in the year, focusing more on attributional causes.
According to Haynes et al. (2009), causal search activation phase is
recommended to be conducted just after the first important exam or a

performance.

3. AR induction. In her dissertation, as Semiz (2011) points out, the AR
induction stage is the rehabilitation or a kind of cognitive intervention. It is
implemented immediately after causal search activation and is the core element
during the training process. For this stage of the intervention, students who are
identified with maladaptive attributional style could be put into control and
experimental groups randomly on the condition that there is an experimental study
(Haynes et al., 2009).
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AR induction is usually planned to convert maladaptive attribution into more
adaptive ones for academic purposes. This stage also puts the emphasis on
attributing failure to internal, unstable and controllable factors by devaluing
external, stable and uncontrollable ones (Haynes et al., 2009; Semiz, 2011). To
clarify, it aims at altering maladaptive attributions such as include bad luck, poor
teaching or task difficulty by highlighting the importance of lack of effort or bad
strategy (i.e. internal, unstable and controllable attributions) to maximize students’

potential competencies.

Two ways of AR induction are proposed in the literature (Erten, 2015 a).
The first way is that the AR videotape stressing the attibutional content. A typical
content of the videotape usually incorporates two senior students sharing their first
year experiences with each other. The student attributes his poor performance to a
lack of ability and then s/he realizes that it results from lack of effort, in that way
s/he developed his/her performance. Another student discusses about a similar
failure and how s/he managed to be successful by employing effective strategies
while studying. This kind of videotape is designed to make a contribution to

students’ beliefs.

Following students, a psychology instructor summarizes the main points to
the students in the video and refers to internal, unstable and controllable
attributions for poor academic performance (Semiz, 2011). This can alternatively
be solidified with a commentary delivered by a language teacher stressing the
ascription of performance to more internal, unstable and also controllable factors
(Erten, 2015a).

Still another way frequently implemented at this stage is the use of
handouts. AR handouts, maladaptive attributions are listed on the left side and
adaptive solutions or alternatives are presented on the right side of the paper. The
researcher could have students discuss details about it and the real life reflections
of these causes (Erten, 2015a; Haynes et al., 2009).

The use of video as well as handout has been found useful and reinforce
the process of attributional cause change. It is suggested that students’ academic

performance and also their motivation could improve by referring to these
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aforementioned methods. (Hall, Hladkyj, Perry, & Ruthig, 2004; Perry & Struthers,
1994; Perry et al., 2009; Semiz, 2011).

4. AR consolidation. The AR consolidation phase is implemented after the
AR induction component and is designed to solidify the AR attributional content by
employing such techniques as restating the key points of the AR sessions and
adapting them to one’s own academic life among others. Such consolidation
procedures as “group discussion, aptitude test, writing assignment, and handout”

are recommended in the literature (Erten, 2015a, p.364).

The first procedure is a group discussion in which students discuss their
attributions with regard to recent academic experiences. The groups are asked to
remember a specific time when they had a lower performance that they expected,
then they find three important reasons (causal attributions) for the poor
performance. After the discussion, students are asked to report these causes to
the other groups or the organizer of the sessions. The session leader collates the
reasons on the board and goes over them with the students, and classifies
adaptive (controllable) and maladaptive (uncontrollable) attributions to raise
awareness (Haynes et al., 2009). In an attempt to change the maladaptive
reasons into adaptive ones, the coordinator writes these on the board. Another AR
consolidation procedure is an aptitude test that is intended to be harder to
guarantee that learners fail and alter the maladaptive attributions. Still another AR
consolidation component is a writing assignment which aims to gain a deeper
insight of the attributions. It could be an elaboration of the attributions or an
emotional arousal of the specific performance referred to. The writing assignment
is used as a potential therapeutic intervention to trigger students to reflect back

and think positively about the future.

5. Post-AR assessment. The post-AR assessment is suggested to be
used after some time of the administration of the AR treatment. At this stage, the
same points which were again assessed at the beginning (at the Pre-AR
Diagnostic assessment phase) in relation to students’ attributional causes as well
as dimensions. Also, objective test results, any report about the attendance or

class drop could be obtained to see if there is any change after the intervention.

43



In addition to Semiz (2011), very few intervention models were proposed in
the foreign language learning milieu. In a recent study by Hél (2016), attribution
retraining, goal orientation and strategy training have been combined to address
maladaptive attributional styles. In his model, firstly, he screened the attributional
causes through questionnaires and interviews. In the second step, he provided a
success model for the students. In the next phase, he raised the learners’
awareness on the strategy use. In the subsequent phase, another instructor
delivered a motivational presentation. The next following stages covered effective
strategy use of different skills in language learning. At last, the attributions are

reassessed again to see whether the intervention model is effective.
Empirical Studies about Attribution Retraining

Although attribution theory has been scrutinized in a vast number of studies
since it was first proposed, scholars have recently started to focus on the empirical

studies of attribution retraining.

In 2014, Groves (2014) explored whether attributional retraining
intervention, including causal search exercise, an eight minute video and a
consolidation exercise, were helpful for 86 community college students’ academic
control as well as their achievement scores in maths. In an experimental research
design, results of the ANOVA found that the intervention increased students’
perceived academic control. However, the training did not contribute to students’
final course grades. Failure-oriented students were likely to increase the level of
perceived academic control for students who attended the attribution retraining.
Interestingly, students who scored low in the pre-test benefitted from the attribution
retraining intervention. Finally, in accordance with the increase in perceived
academic control scores of the students' in pre and posttests, the final test scores

also increased.

In EFL or language learning contexts, very few studies (H6l, 2016; Semiz,
2011) have been conducted to shed light on whether such an intervention helps to
alter the maladaptive, failure-oriented students’ beliefs and also some other
individual variables. To the researcher knowledge, only two experimental studies
have been done in the field, and interestingly, both of them were carried out in

Turkey.
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Semiz (2011) tried to find out whether an attribution retraining program
model put forward by (Haynes et al., 2009) played a role in students’ attributional
beliefs, effort, language learning beliefs, achievement and self-efficacy. While
determining these aspects, the researcher also investigated the causal attributions
of their perceived success depending on the first important exam. Some individual
factors such as gender were also explored in relation to the attributional causes of
the students. The relationship between attributions, self-efficacy and language
learning beliefs were also examined. The researcher delved into the relationship
between the aforementioned variables using the data from 602 students. She
identified 36 students with failure-oriented, low self-efficacy and maladaptive
attributions and invited them to the training. Five step model proposed by Haynes
et al. (2009) was mainly implemented with minor adaptations on 17 students.
Semi-structured interviews were also applied to observe any change after the
intervention and to gain a deeper insight into the causal attributions and their
dimensions. The results showed that successful and unsuccessful students had
different attributions for their performances. Similar to the literature, successful
ones had more internal and personal attributions in comparison to unsuccessful
students. Gender was not found to be a determining factor on attributions.
However, strong correlations were observed between attributions, self-efficacy and
language learning beliefs. The intervention brought about positive changes in
attributional beliefs, control of learning beliefs and class attendance. On the other
hand, there were not any significant changes with regard to self-efficacy, language

learning beliefs and achievement after the training sessions.

Ho6l (2016) threw light onto EFL learners’ attributions and the relationship
with such variables as gender, academic level and socio-economic status of the
participants. Another aim of the study was to investigate whether the intervention
could help to increase participants’ internal locus of control as well as academic
achievement. The study was done at Pamukkale University in Turkey in the
academic year of 2013-2014. The researcher administered a questionnaire, semi-
structured pre- and post-interviews, and self-reports. A training program which
lasted for eight weeks was delivered to 20 learners with a maladaptive attribution.
Similar to many other studies in the literature, learners in H6l (2016) study,

attached their success to internal causes whereas they related their failure to
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external causes. Based on the analyses of the experimental design of the study,
statistically significant differences between the experimental and the control group
with respect to effort, ability and luck were observed. The participants also
generated more internal reasons for their performances after the treatment
evidenced in the qualitative data. The AR treatment additionally contributed to
informants’ future success. The findings did not represent any significant change
for the gender factor. Participants with low socio-economic status tended to
ascribe their failure to more external causes when compared to the participants

holding good or average socio-economic status.

All in all, the process of attributional changes is one of the most important
impact on the building on students' expectancies for the future, and the exploration
of the causal attribution was a frequently investigated model with regard to student
motivation in the 1980s (Dérnyei, 1998). However, as Markus and Ruvolo (1989)
point out future self-images; thereby current motivation of the learners, are shaped
by various motivational roots such as “expectancies, attributions, value beliefs that
is psychologically experienced and that is a durable aspect of consciousness”
(p-217). Taking the possible relationship between the motivational level as a result
of past experiences and the future images in the mind of the learner, it seems that
the current motivational level of the learner stems from past experiences and the
attributional causes as well as future images in the mind of the learner.
Considering this possible connection, it is better to present Dérnyei‘s (2005) recent
motivational model and some recent empirical studies related to it at this point.

L2 Motivational Self System

L2 motivation has attracted the attention of the scholars in language
learning mileau since 1950s and a number of researchers have tried to investigate
this construct (Dérnyei, 1998; Dérnyei, 2009). 